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SUMMARY
GVNW is a consulting firm representing small independent local exchange carriers
(ILECs) from a number of states. Issues of major concern upon which we offer reply

comments include the following:

a. Contrary to assertions by commentors, national standards should not be established
for electronic system interfaces for all ILECs since the costs imposed in doing so for small
ILECs are too great in comparison to the potential benefits.

b. In using TSLRIC forward looking costs should be used for all elements of cost

including cost of capital and depreciation expense.
c. The Hatfield Model is not an appropriate vehicle at this time for imposing national
or state level TSLRIC based rates for unbundled elements since the model has not been

verified, uses arbitrary assumptions, does not use data appropriate for small ILECs, and uses

inadequate methods of estimating expenses.

d. In determining wholesale discount levels the Commission should not arbitrarily
designate certain accounts as retail only since activities recorded in these accounts are

necessary for servicing wholesale customers or co-carriers.
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GVNW Inc./Management (GVNW) is a consulting firm representing small
incumbent local exchange companies (ILECs). In response to the Commission’s Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in the above referenced docket, GVNW offers the
following comments in reply to comments filed in the May 16, 1996 filing.

National Standards for Operating System Interfaces

Various commentors support the notion that the FCC should impose national
standard interfaces to ILEC operating systems of various types including service order
processing, trouble reporting, assignment, and other systems. AT&T, for example,
indicates that rules requiring minimum national requirements for electronic ordering
interfaces are “absolutely critical.”! Other commentors indicate that ILECs should
be required to provide access to such systems so that they can compete effectively
with the ILECs.2 While making these assertions, none of these commentors
recognizes that all ILECs are not Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) and
that all ILECs do not serve millions of customers. AT&T cites as an example for
why such access needs to be given its experience in Rochester, New York and
complains that non-mechanized systems were inefficient and ineffective when it was
dealing with hundreds of customers per day.” That may be true. We leave it to
companies with operations of this size to respond to those allegations and concerns.

However, for the majority of ILECs, with a few hundred to a few thousand

customers, at most, the situation is vastly different. Their internal operational

'See Comments of AT&T Corp. filed May 16, 1996, Page 34.
2See, for example, Comments of Competitive Telecommunications Association (Comptel) filed May

16, 1996, pp. 37-38.
SAT&T, op. cit., p. 34.

GVNW Reply Comments, May 30, 1996 3



systems are substantially different from those of the RBOCs. They are not built
based on a Bellcore standard established several years ago. Many are based on PC or
very small computer based systems with no interfaces to other systems, or with
interfaces based on vendor developed “non-Bellcore standard”™ requirements. Some
companies still use manual systems internally. To require these companies to adhere
to a national standard based on RBOC capabilities and requirements would be
extremely expensive and is totally unnecessary. While AT&T may have a legitimate
complaint when it deals with hundreds of orders a day from a company, it should be
able to use non-standard or even manual systems to deal with the two or three orders
per week that might come from a small [LEC operating area. A small ILEC whose
total revenues are lost in the rounding in AT&T’s or MCI’s financial statements
should not be required to expend thousands of dollars so that AT&T can mechanically
interface to that ILECs system for a few orders per month. The FCC in its
deliberations on this and many other issues must recognize that small ILECs are very
different from the RBOCs and, if requirements are to be determined by the FCC,
must implement them in ways that recognize the vast difference between small ILECs

and RBOCs and similar sized companies.
TSLRIC Costing Issues

Many commentors strongly support the use of Total Service Long-Run
Incremental Costs (TSLRIC) as the appropriate costing methodology for developing

rates for network elements.* AT&T includes one hundred five pages of vita

“See, for example, AT&T pp. 45-73, Appendices C and E.; Comptel, op. cit., pp. 67-80; Comments
of MCI Telecommunications Corporation filed May 16, 1996, pp. 61-70.
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information about the signers of its affidavit submitted as Appendix C to presumably
bolster the its argument that TSLRIC is the appropriate economic vehicle for this
pricing. The level of detail provided and description of what TSLRIC is varies
between commentors. If the Commission moves forward with the use of some
TSLRIC methodology it should be certain that it provides adequate descriptions and
flexibility so that the studies adequately deal with the issues raised below.

a. Level of costs included in the TSLRIC studies.

AT&T emphasizes in its comments that there should be little need for
attribution of “shared™ or “common™ costs on top of TSLRIC studies because such
studies should include all of the incremental costs of providing the service.® AT&T
further recognizes that TSLRIC costs may include costs normally accounted for as
corporate operations expense when it states: “Current ILEC accounting systems often
classify certain expenses (e.g., the president’s salary) as “common” or “overhead”
even though a large portion of the expenses may be variable with respect to the
volume of business, and attributable to particular network elements. Regardless of
the arbitrary accounting label, costs of this kind are properly included in the TSLRIC
of the relevant network element. "%

The FCC needs to ensure that no artificial limits are placed in the development
of TSLRIC studies which preclude the identification of incremental cost changes of
this nature. If an RBOC were to divest itself of all its loop investment and all

activities associated with supporting and maintaining loops it can be expected that its

See AT&T op. cit., p. 62.
‘Ibid., Appendix C. footnote 6, pp. 13-14.
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corporate operations expenses would be changed. Such a change would substantially
reduce its overall investment level (perhaps 25-35%) and its employee force. This
would cause reductions in the need for corporate support personnel such as payroll
accounting, human resources, accounts payable accounting, legal resources for
personnel issues, and conceivably a reduction in the president’s salary because of the
smaller size of the firm. Such cost changes should legitimately be identified and
included in the TSLRIC for the loop.

However, in practice this is seldom done. In some cases, corporate operations
expenses are precluded from inclusion in TSLRIC studies and are presumed to be
unchanged. In most cases, such as discussed more thoroughly below in relation to the
Hatfield study, the primary focus of the TSLRIC is on the investment side and scant
attention is paid to these expense level changes that accompany the provision of the
service. This has led to proposals by some parties that in addition to TSLRIC a
separate recovery of overhead be allowed in rates. If the TSLRIC is done properly
and truly includes all the incremental costs associated with a service, this may not be
necessary. It is incumbent on the FCC, if it adopts rules in this area, to ensure that
the TSLRIC studies can, in practice, recover all the incremental costs.

b. Use of forward-looking costs.

Commentors supporting the use of TSLRIC emphasize that TSLRIC measures
the forward-looking costs of providing the network elements in question not
embedded, historic, or book costs. AT&T labels this “the most important principle””

in the development of TSLRIC studies. This principle is given high visibility, is

"Ibid. p. 10, para 27.
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loudly proclaimed as essential, and great efforts are expended to partially include it in
model studies. Typically, great efforts are made to include forward-looking costs in
regard to investments associated with network elements. Such efforts are not
typically expended in developing other parts of the overall TSLRIC costs. For
example, expense levels associated with TSLRIC studies are almost always based on
historical embedded cost relationships and cost levels. The Hatfield model, proposed
by AT&T and others, uses this approach. Virtually no effort is expended to see
whether such relationships are valid given the changes in forward-looking fully
efficient investment from the embedded investment and expenses.

Cost of capital is another element that is typically not treated as that of a
forward-looking, fully efficient, fully competitive firm. The Hatfield study, for
example, uses a proposed equity return of 11 25%.° Sprint proposes that the cost of
capital be based on “. .the most recent authorized intrastate rate of return or
prescribed interstate rate of return.”'® Neither of these proposals reflect the
forward-looking capital costs of a fully competitive, fully efficient firm. Such firms
expect and achieve significantly higher costs of equity from the market place. If
forward-looking costs are economically correct as asserted by the supporters of
TSLRIC, forward-looking costs of capital under the same assumptions as used for
investments must be included in the TSLRIC studies.

The economic life of plant is another area where TSLRIC studies typically do

not incorporate forward-looking costs. In the regulatory environment, the most

*Ibid., Appendix E, p. 49.
Ibid., p. 47.
"“Comments of Sprint Corporation, filed May 16. 1996, p. 43
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typical approach is to use the regulatory approved depreciation lives as the estimate of
the economic life of the plant. Only, perhaps, in rare cases do the regulatory
approved depreciation lives reflect the economic life of plant in a fully-competitive
environment. Generally such rates are set based on historical data regarding plant
lives which do not reflect the fully-competitive forward-looking environment that is
supported as the correct environment and assumption under which TSLRIC studies
should be conducted. Again the Hatfield model presented by AT&T falls short in
applying forward-looking costs in this area. For example, it includes an economic
life for local switching of twenty years, a life that even many regulators have
concluded is unrealistic and too long. Economic life assumptions of plant in a
TSLRIC study should reflect the same forward-looking, fully-competitive,

environment that is expected of other assumptions.

The Hatfield Model

AT&T has included in its filing a description of a model (Version 2.2, Release
1) developed by Hatfield Associates which it describes as a model to develop TSLRIC
costs for the basic network elements that it proposes. AT&T further proposes that
any ILEC proposing a rate higher than that developed by the Hatfield model have the
burden of proving that “...the Hatfield Model does not, in that instance, accurately
reflect TSLRIC principles™.'" MCI specifically proposes that the Hatfield model
“...be used to determine the TSLRIC costs of unbundled network elements and other

interstate rate elements on a state-by-state basis. "' Other commentors support the

"AT&T, p. 54.
"*MCI, p. 68.
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use of the Hatfield model as well."> We oppose the use of the Hatfield model as a
specific national model for development of TSLRIC costs.

We have had limited time to review this latest version of the Hatfield model.
From our cursory review it appears to incorporate a number of elements that make it
improvement over the earlier Benchmark Cost Model. However,. numerous questions
need to be asked and answered and additional evaluation needs to be made before this
model, or a successor, could be considered an accurate means of developing TSLRIC
costs for all ILECs in the country. We will outline the concerns we have identified
with the model and its inputs below.

We would note that in a previous proceeding in California we had an
opportunity to evaluate a prior version of the Hatfield model and the results that it
produced on a limited scale. Specifically, comparisons between the model results and
the actual costs of five small ILECs were made. Residential access line estimates
from the model ranged from 20% to 34% greater than actual lines the companies
serve. Though the access lines were substantially overstated, the estimated outside
plant investments and central office switch investments estimated by the model were
substantially less than those the companies have incurred. For example, for Pinnacles
Telephone Company the model projected $83,000 of switch investment to serve the
residence customers, who represent 71 % of the total customers. The actual switch
investment is $451,000 to serve all customers. Applying the 71% to make a linear
allocation of the current investment would provide an approximate investment of

$320,210, some 3.85 times greater than the investment projected by the model. For

BSee, for example, Comptel, p. 68.
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Volcano telephone company the model estimated switching investment of $3,027,000
for the 83% residence customers. The actual allocated switch investment for
residence customers (.83 x $9,353,242) is $7.763,191, 2.56 times the investment
projected by the model. Similar results were seen in outside plant projections and in
projections of operating expenses. The model consistently understated actual costs for
small telephone companies.™

A review of the explanation of the model contained in Appendix E of AT&T’s
comments leads us to the following concerns regarding the Hatfield model:

_a. Factors and Arbitrary Assumptions

The explanatory material for the Hatfield contains lists of numerous
assumptions that have been made regarding cost factors, cost relationships, fill
factors, plant type distributions etc., that provide much of the basis for development
of the costs that the model produces.’* There are dozens, perhaps hundreds, of
these factors that have been included in the model. In most cases there are either no
(or only generalized) explanations of the derivation of the factors and costs with no
empirical data to support the validity of the factor. While these may reflect good
faith efforts to develop valid data, it, at this time. is not verifiable and in many cases
could clearly be shown to be invalid for specific companies and situations. Before
giving consideration to adopting a model as the determination of prices for TSLRIC
elements, each of these inputs should be tested and verified for validity.

In other cases, the model clearly contains inputs that appear to be fairly

"“See Reply Testimony of Michael L. Schlacter filed April 24, 1996 in California Case # R.95-01-020
and 1.95-01-021.
'SSee AT&T, Appendix E. pp. 17-19, 20--21, 25-27. 30. 36. and 47.
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arbitrary assumptions. For example, one of the critical factors in the model 1s the
identification of six different density areas upon which virtually all the loop cost data
is based. These areas reflect the number of subscribers per square mile and are

identified as follows:'®

Zone Density Range Ratio of High to
HH/Sq Mile Low Range Limit

1 0-5 NA

2 5-200 40:1

3 200-650 3.25:1

4 650-850 1.31:1

5 850-2550 3:1

6 >72550 NA

Of particular note is the disparity between the high and low limits in density
range two, the range where a large part of small telco serving areas would reside.
The high limit of the range is 40 times the low limit, where the other ranges have
limits of less than four times the lower level. No explanation is offered as to why the
particular ranges were chosen or to validate that the costs of serving areas with a
density of five households per square mile are equivalent to the costs in areas where
the density is 199 households per square mile. One would believe that there would be
substantial differences in the costs of serving areas with that different a density level,
but the model assumes that they are the same. Again, no explanation has been
offered as to how this range or other density ranges were chosen and whether they
have relevance to underlying cost considerations. At least in the case of density zone

two, it is highly unlikely.

“Ibid., p. 6.
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While choosing to use factors developed and promulgated in the Benchmark
Costing Model for many of its inputs, Hatfield chooses to change the fill factors for
distribution cable for density zones one through three. The proffered reasoning is that
the factors included in the BCM for these three density zones “...appear to
reflect...””...loop plant installed to pursue existing competitive and/or non-regulated
services (e.g. Centrex) and/or new market opportunities (e.g. broadband services or
enhanced services).”'” Such an assertion is simply an arbitrary adjustment to the
model, unsubstantiated by verifiable data. It is particularly curious since the RBOC
markets where they would be most likely to employ such strategies and where they
have announced plans for certain investments. are not the lowest three density zones,
but the highest three density zones.

c. Data not representative of small companies

The model is also substantially suspect for use in developing rates for the
majority of ILECs, the small ILECs, because data sources reflect primarily RBOC
and other large LEC sources. For example, in discussing the development of switch
costs, reference is made to “AT&T’s SESS® and Northern Telecom DMS-100®”
switch capacities and costs. These switches are used extensively by the large ILECs
in urban areas, but are rarely used by small ILECs and in rural areas because they are
too costly to serve such areas. Furthermore in developing switching costs an average
independent switch size of 2,761 lines, derived from the FCC’s Statistics of

Communications Carriers was used.'® These statistics reflect large independent

"Ibid., p. 26.
Ibid.. p. 37.
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companies, not small ones. For example, the 1993 Statistical Report, Rural

Telephone Borrowers shows the average exchange size for REA borrowers in 1993

was only 1,097 subscribers.'®

Other examples of this bias toward large company data includes the use of
discounts of 25% to 40% for digital loop carrier equipment based on RBOC
estimates? and the use of ARMIS data for the development of expense factors.”
Small telephone companies do not participate in the ARMIS reporting system.

_d. Development of Expense Levels

Our experience indicates that well over half of the typical costs of
telecommunications services come from expenses as opposed to return on investment.
The Hatfield Model spends considerable effort and resources developing the estimated
forward-looking investments, but very little effort to develop specific expense levels.
Expense information is based on historical information from carrier’s ARMIS
reports™ rather than from any forward looking analysis. As indicated in the
discussion above regarding forward-looking costs, depreciation expenses appear to be
woefully inadequate since the model adopts unrealistically long economic lives for
major investment categories. Lives adopted are related to past depreciation lives
under a regulatory environment without competition and are not relevant to forward
looking investments in a fully competitive environment.

While the model does recognize that some level of non-network related

"*See referenced report p. 24.
PAT&T op. cit., p. 29.
*Ibid., p. 7.

Zbid., p. 48.
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expenses should be included, the 10% factor used for variable expenses is not based
on current industry experience but is allegedly a “conservative™ number based on
“similar service industries™.”

Development of Wholesale Discounts

In their comments several parties encourage the Commission to identify
specific accounts in the FCC chart of accounts as totally applicable to retail services
and thus totally avoidable in providing wholesale services. If the Commission
reviews these account descriptions closely they will find that this is an inaccurate
representation. Activities accounted for as Product Management, Sales, etc. will be
necessary for the provision of wholesale services. though in some cases in a different
fashion than they are for retail. The Commission should not arbitrarily adopt a list of
accounts that are totally retail oriented, since such accounts likely do not exist. Only
those costs directly avoidable should be examined when determining wholesale
discount levels.

It is curious that Comptel in its comments cites discounts in the IXC industry
as illustrative of the discounts that should be expected in the resale industry in view of
their position on providing volume and time commitment discounts.® Virtually all
IXC “wholesale” discounts related to substantial commitments to purchase a volume
of service and in many cases time commitments are involved as well. Yet Comptel
takes the position that “...no carrier should pay more than any other carrier when it

purchases the same service or facility from the same [LEC.”*

®Ibid., p. 49.

“Comptel, p. 98.
Bbid., p. 106.

GVNW Reply Comments, May 30, 1996 14



R

GVNW Reply Comments, May 30, 1996

15

Respectfully Submitted,

Fﬁrfﬁ jcﬂ{dwr/ﬂﬂ%/ﬂf

Robert C. Schoonmaker

Vice President

GVNW Inc./Management

P.O. Box 25969

(2270 La Montana Way)

Colorado Springs, CO 80936 (80918)



MAY 30

96 13:56 FROM G U N W - CO

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Robert C. Schoonmaker, of GVNW Inc./Management, hereby certify that a copy of
the forgoing Reply Comments of GVNW Inc./Management. (CC Docker No. 96-98) was
served on this 30th day of May 1996, by first class, U.S. mail, postage prepaid, to the parties

on the attached pages.
QU‘Q @znw—'v[/\

Robert C. Schoonmaker




Chairman Reed E. Hundt *

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 814-0101
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner James H. Quello *
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 802-0106
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong *
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 844-0105
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Susan Ness *

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 832-0104
Washington, DC 20554

Mr. Kent Nilsson, Deputy Chief *
Network Services Division

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
2000 M Street, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20554

International Transcription Service *
2100 M Street, NW

Suite 140

Washington, DC 20037

Janice Myles (lcc&1disk) *

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

David L. Meier
Cincinnati Bell

201 E. Fourth Street
P.O. Box 2301
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Robert J. Hix
Vincent Majkowski
Colorado PUC
1580 Logan Street
Office Level 2
Denver, CO 80203

ro

Bruce Hagen

Susan E. Wefald
Leo M. Reinbold
North Dakota PSC
600 E. Boulevard
Bismarck, ND 58505

Ann Kutter

Douglas Elfner

NYS Consumer Protection Board
99 Washington Avenue - Suite 1020
Albany, NY 12210

W. Benny Won #76385
Public Utility Section

Oregon Department of Justice
1162 Court Street, NE
Salem, OR 97310

Carol Weinhaus

Telecommunications Industries Analysis
Project

University of Florida College of Business
Admin.

121 Mt. Vernon Street

Boston, MA 02108

Edward C. Addison

Virginia State Corporation Commission
Division of Communications

P.O. Box 1197

Richmond, VA 23218

Richard A. Finnigan

Washington Independent Telephone Assn.
2405 Evergreen Park Drive, SW - Suite B-1
Olympia, WA 98502

Howard J. Symons

Sara S. Seidman

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and
Popeo, PC

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW - Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Philip L. Verveer

Sue D. Blumenfeld

Thomas Jones

Willkie Farr & Gallagher

Three Lafayette Centre - 1155 21st Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

* Via Hand Delivery



Bridger Mitchell

Charles River Associates, Inc.
285 Hamilton Avenue

Suite 370

Palo Alto, CA 94301

David Turetsky

Carl Shapiro

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

Anne K. Bingaman

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

Andrew Joskow

John Haynes

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

John Henly

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

Barry Grossman

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

Donald J. Russell

Luin Fitch

Antitrust Division

US Department of Justice

555 4th Street, NW - Room 8104
Washington, DC 20001

Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman

Cellular Telecommunications Industry Assn.

1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

James D. Ellig

Robert M. Lynch

David F. Brown

SBC communications, Inc.
175 E. Houston - Room 1254
San Antonio, TX 78205

Rachel J. Rothstein
Ann P. Morton

Cable & Wireless, Inc.
8219 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA 22182

Danny E. Adams

John J. Heitmann

Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Cindy Schonhaut

Intelcom Group (USA) Inc.
9605 East Maroon Circle
Englewood, CO 80112

Albert H. Kramer

Robert F. Aldrich

Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin, LLP
2101 L Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037

Stephen R. Rosen
Theodore M. Weitz
Lucent Technologies, Inc.
475 South Street
Morristown, NJ 07962

Riley M. Murphy
Charles Kallenbach

American Communications Services, Inc

131 National Business Parkway
Suite 100
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

Steve A. Augustino

Marieann Zochowski

Kelley Drye & Warren

1200 19th Street, NW - Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036



Mary L. Brown

MCI

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

David W. Carpenter
Peter D. Keisler

Sidley & Austin

1722 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

David L. Lawson
David M. Levy

Sidley & Austin

1722 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Mark C. Rosenblum

Roy E. Hoffinger

AT&T

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324511

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Stephen C. Garavito
Richard H. Rubin

AT&T

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324511

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Joel E. Lubin

Richard N. Clarke
AT&T

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324511

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Karen E. Weis

AT&T

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324511

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Kent E. Lillie

Shop At Home, Inc.
5210 Schubert Road
Knoxville, TN 37912

James A. Eibel

Network Reliability Council 1I Secretariat
7613 William Penn Place

Indianapolis, IN 46256

Christopher C. Kempley
Deborah R. Scott

Arizona Corporation Comm.
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Robert S. Tongren

David C. Bergmann

Office of the Consumers’ Counsel
77 South High Street - 15th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266

Thomas J. O’Brien

Karen J. Hardie

Office of the Consumers’ Counsel
77 South High Street - 15th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266

Agris Pavlovskis

Michigan Exchange Carriers Assn., Inc.
1400 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48901

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Switt, Collins & Smith, PC
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

Peter A. Rohrbach
Linda L. Oliver

Kyle D. Dixon

Hogan & Hartson, LLP
555 13th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Bradiey C. Stillman

Dr. Mark N. Cooper

Consumer Federation of America
1424 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Steven T. Nouse
PUC of Ohio

180 East Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43266

Stephen G. Oxley
Wyoming PSC

700 W. 21st Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002



Werner K. Hartenberger

Leonard J. Kennedy

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson

1200 New Hampshire Ave.. NW - Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Laura H. Phillips

J.G. Harrington

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson

1200 New Hampshire Ave., NW - Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Stephen L. Goodman

Halprin, Temple, Goodman & Sugrue
1100 New York Avenue

Suite 650 - East Tower

Washington, DC 20005

John G. Lamb, Jr.
Northern Telecom Inc.
2100 Lakeside Boulevard
Richardson, TX 75081

Wayne V. Black

C. Douglas Jarrett

Susan M. Hafeli

Keller and Heckman

1001 G. Street, NW - Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

Mark J. Golden

Robert R. Cohen

Personal Communications Industry Assn.
500 Montgomery Street - Suite 700
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dana Frix

Maury C. Albert

Antony R. Petrilla

Swidler & Berlin, Chtd.

3000 K Street, NW - Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Timothy R. Grahm

Robert M. Berger

Joseph M. Sandri, Jr.
Winstar Communications, Inc.
1146 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Laurie Pappas

Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel
7800 Shoal Creek

Suite 290-E

Austin, TX 78757

Charles C. Hunter
Hunger & ow, PC
1620 Eye Street, NW
Suite 701

Washington, DC 20006

Thomas P. Hester
Kelly R. Weish

John T. Lenahan
Ameritech

30 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606

Mike Pabian

Larry Peck

Gary Phillips
Ameritech

30 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606

Antoinette Cook Bush
Linda G. Morrison
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
1440 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005

William P. Barr

Ward W. Wueste

Gail L. Polivy

GTE

1850 M Street, NW - Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Richard E. Wiley

R. Michael Senkowski
Jeffrey S. Linder
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

L.eon M. Kestenbaum

Jay C. Keithley

H. Richard Juhnke

1850 M Street, NW - 11th Floor
Washington, DC 20036



Rodney J. Joyce

J. Thomas Nolan

Ginsburg, Feldman and Bress
1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Madelyn M. DeMatteo
Alfred J. Brunetti
Maura C. Bollinger
SNET

227 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06506

Michael H. Hammer

Michael G. Jones

Jennifer L. Desmond

Willkie Farr & Gallagher

Three Lafayette Centre - 1155 21st Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Genevieve Morelli

Competitive Telecommunications Assn.
1140 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Suite 220

Washington, DC 20036

Robert J. Aamoth

Wendy 1. Kirchick

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
1301 K Street, NW

Suite 1100 - East Tower
Washington, DC 20005

Aaron I. Fleischman
Richard Rubin

Fleischman and Walsh, LLP
1400 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Mitchell F. Brecher

Steven N. Teplitz
Fleischman and Walsh, LLP
1400 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Paul B. Jones

Janis A. Stahlhut

Donald F. Shepheard

Timer Warner Communications Holdings, Inc.
300 Stamford Place

Stamford, CT 06902

Richard J. Metzger

Emily Williams

Association for Local Telecommunications
Services

1200 19th Street, NW

Suite 560

Washington, DC 20036

Daniel J. Brenner

Neal M. Goldberg

David L. Nicoll

NCTA

1724 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Howard J. Symons

Cherie R. Kiser

Christopher J. Harvie

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and
Popeo, PPC

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW - Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Charon R. Harris

Jennifer A. Purvis

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and
Popeo, PPC

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW - Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Saul Fisher

William J. Balcerski
NYNEX

1111 Westchester Avenue
White Plains, NY 10604

Jot D. Carpenter
Telecommunications Industry Assn.
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 315

Washington, DC 20044

David N. Porter

MFS Communications Co., Inc.
3000 K Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Andrew D. Lipman

Russell M. Blau

Swidler & Berlin, Chtd.

3000 K Street, NW - Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007



Paul Rodgers

Charles D. Gray

James Bradford Ramsay

NARUC

1102 ICC Building - P.O. Box 684
Washington, DC 20044

Robert B. McKenna

Kathryn Marie Krause

James T. Hannon

U S WEST

1020 19th Street, NW - Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Joel B. Shifman

Maine PUC

242 State Street - State House Station No. 18
Augusta, ME 04333

Karen Finstad Hammel
Montana PSC

1701 Prospect Avenue
P.O. Box 202601
Helena, MT 59620

Commissioner Lowell C. Johnson
Nebraska PSC

300 The Atrium

1200 N Street,

P.O. Box 94927

Lincoln, NE 68509

E. Barclay Jackson
New Hampshire PUC
8 Old Suncook Road
Concord, NH 03301

David Kaufman

New Mexico State Corporation Comm.
P.O. Box 1269

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Stephen F. Mecham

160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 45585

Salt Lake City, UT 84145

Michael L. Ginsberg

160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 146751

Salt Lake City, UT 84145

Sheldon M. Katz

Vermont Department of Public Service
Drawer 20

Montpelier, VT 05620

George E. Young

Vermont Public Service Board
Drawer 20

Montpelier, VT 05620

Rolayne Ailts
SD PUC

500 E. Capital
Pierre, SD 57501

Terrence P. McGarty
COMAYV, Corp.

60 State Street - 22nd Floor
Boston, MA 02109

Edward D. Young, III
Michael E. Glover

Leslie A. Vial

1320 North Court House Road
Eighth Floor

Arlington, VA 22201

Richard M. Tettlebaum
Citizens Utilities Company
1400 16th Street, NW
Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036

Robert A. Mazer

Albert Shuldiner

Mary Pape

Vinson & Elkins

1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

J. Manning Lee

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.
One Teleport Drive

Suit 300

Staten Island. NY 10311

Earl Pace

BDPA

1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 610

Washington, DC 20036



John Crump

National Bar Assn.
1225 11th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001

Richard N. Koch
10 Lilac Street
Sharon, MA 02067

Dwight E. Zimmerman

Illinois Independent Telephone Assn.
RR 13, 24B Oakmont Road
Bloomington, IL 61704

Anne P. Schelle

American Personal Communications
One Democracy Center

6901 Rockledge Drive

Suite 600

Bethesda, MD 20817

Aliceann Wohlbruck

National Association of Development
Organizations

444 North Capitol Street, NW

Suite 630

Washington, DC 20001

Alan Ciamporcero

Pacific Telesis

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 400

Washington, DC 20004

Charles H. Kennedy

James A. Casey

Morrison & Foerster, LLP
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 5500

Washington, DC 20006

Charles H. Carrathers, Il
Hunton & Williams
Riverfront Plaza, East Tower
951 East Byrd Street
Richmond, VA 23219

Eric J. Branfman

GST Telecom, Inc.
3000 K Street, NW
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Mark J. Tauber

Kecia Boney

Mark J. O’Connor
Piper & Marbury, LLP
1200 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Paul Glist

Cole, Raywid & Braverman
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 200

Washington, DC 20006

Anthony M. Black
Bell, Boyd & Lloyd
1615 L Street, NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Dana Frix

Swidler & Berlin

3000 K Street, NW
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Mark J. Golden

Robert R. Cohen

Personal Communications Industry Assn.
500 Montgomery Street

Suite 700

Alexandria, VA 22314

Carolyn C. Hill
ALLTEL

655 15th Street, NW
Suite 220

Washington, DC 20005

Jerome K. Blask

Daniel E. Smith

Gurman, Blask & Freedman, Chtd
1400 16th Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036

Robert C. Glazier

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
302 W. Washington Street

Room E306

Indianapolis. IN 46204



Veronica M. Ahern

Nixon Hargrave Devans & Doyle, LLP
One Thomas Circle, NW

Suite 800

Washington, DC 20005

Antoinette R. Wike

North Carolina Public Staff Utilities
Commission

P.O. Box 29520

Raleigh, NC 27626

Joe D. Edge

Richard J. Arsenault
Tina M. Pidgeon
Drinker, Biddle & Reath
901 15th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Jere W. Glover

David W. Zesiger

US Small Business Administration
409 Third Street, SW

Suite 7800

Washington, DC 20416

Charles H. Helein
Helein & Associates, PC
8180 Greensboro Drive
Suite 700

McLean, VA 22102

C.J. Cain

Utilex, Inc.

P.O. Box 991
Greenville, NC 27834

James Baller

The Baller Law Group
1820 Jefferson Place, NW
Suite 200

Washington, DC 20036

Fiona Branton

Information Technology Industry Council
1250 Eye Street, NW

Washington, DC 20005

John T. Scott, III

Crowell & Moring

1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

R. Glenn Rhyne

South Carolina PSC
P.O. Drawer 11649
Columbia, SC 29211

Michael A. Rump

Kansas City Power & Light Co.
1201 Walnut

P.O. Box 418679

Kansas City, MO 64141

B.B. Knowles

Georgia PSC

244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334

Stephen E. Morgan
Ohio Edison Co.

78 South Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

Linda R. Evers

Ohio Edison Co.

76 South Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

Marc A. Stone

Fred Williamson & Associates, Inc.
2921 E. 91st Street - Suite 200
Tulsa, OK 74137

Pete Wanzenried

State of California

601 Sequoia Pacific Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95814

David Heinemann

Julie Thomas Bowles
Kansas Corp. Comm.
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604

David C. Bergmann

Thomas J. O’Brien

Karen J. Hardie

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
77 South High Street - 15th Floor
Columbus, OH 43266

Colorado Independent Telephone Assn.
3236 Hiwan Drive
Evergreen, CO 80439



Nebraska Rural Development Comm.

P.O. Box 94666
Lincoln, NB 68509

Harold Crumpton
Missouri PSC

P.O. Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Brian R. Moir

Moir & Hardman

2000 L Street, NW
Suite 512

Washington, DC 20036

Lawrence St. Blanc
Gayle T. Kellner
Louisiana PSC

P.O. Box 91154

Baton Rouge, LA 70821

Maureen A. Scott
Pennsylvania PUC
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105

Jeffrey L. Sheldon

Sean A. Stokes

UTC

1140 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 1140

Washington, DC 20036

Lee M. Weiner

Douglas W. Kinkoph

LCI International Telecom Corp.
8180 Greensboro Drive

Suite 800

McLean, VA 22102

Robert J. Aamoth

Jonathan E. Canis

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
1301 K Street, NW

Suite 1100 - East Tower
Washington, DC 20005

Eric E. Breisach
Christopher C. Cinnamon
Howard & Howard

107 W. Michigan Avenue

-10-

Suite 400
Kalamazoo. MI 49007

Ronald J. Binz

Debra Berlyn

Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, NW
Suite 310

Washington, DC 20005

George Petrutsas

Paul J. Feldman

Fletcher, Heald & Hildreth, PLC
1300 North 17th Street, 11th
Rosslyn, VA 22209

Jonathan M. Chambers
Sprint Spectrum, LP
1801 K Street, NW
Suite M-112
Washington, DC 20036

Anne P. Schelle
America PCS, LP
690! Rockledge Drive
Suite 600

Bethesda. MD 20817

Jonathan D. Blake

Kurt A. Wimmer

Covington & Burling

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
P.O. Box 7566

Washington, DC 20044

Gerard J. Waldron

Donna M. Epps

Covington & Burling

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
P.O. Box 7566

Washington, DC 20044

Susan M. Gately

Susan Baldwin

Economics and Technology, Inc.
One Washington Mall

Boston, MA 02108

Colleen Boothby

Laura F.H. McDonald
Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby
1300 Connecticut Avenue, NW



